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e A semi-urban field site

— wide range of meteorological
conditions

— Environment very different than &
ARM sites

e “Difficult” retrieval site
— heterogeneous terrain
— summertime polluted conditions

® Good for validation case
studies representative of
polluted, urban conditions

— how good are retrievals in the
vicinity of the US capitol where
millions of people live?

® Good location for inter-agency
coIIaboratlon and education
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Lidar operations



NAVESS006N(0une 27— August 12, 2006)
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= 55 A-train overp,gsses covered

SR "”erJeJ aclucisiel L5 CEMs 35 ozorlagasiclas clao 2
EEnNologies oft PTUSensors (Coordinated with
GVEPESSES)

= ot jdard! operationall NWS technologies also tested

J C oordinated operations with 7 lidar systems (5 Raman
d 2 backscatter)

~ \Water vapor, aerosols, temperature

pers from JGR special section use WAVES data

Shephard et. al., Comparison of Tropospheric Emission Spectrometer
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- (TES) Water I/apor Retrievals with In Situ Measurements

R. Herman et. al, Validation of Tropospheric Emission Spectrometer
Temperature Retrievals with Aircraft and Sondes
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3. H.Vomel et. al., Validation of Aura/MLS Water Vapor by Balloon Borne
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Cryogenic Frostpo/nt Hygrometer Measurements

R. Nassar et. al., Validation of Tropospheric Emission Spectrometer (TES)
Nadir Ozone Profiles Using Ozonesonde Measurements

B. Nardi et. al., Initial Validation of Ozone Measurements from the High
Resolution Dynam/c Limb Sounder (HIRDLS)
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Corractiorns fropsl AW =T (2005 These errors
Expanaed for WAVES are

BN/aiSala radiosonde uncorrected

B S[oW response at cold temperatures in ARM-
Priy: bias due to solar heating supplied data
Ealibration errors
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WAVESNrecessing efiVaisala  RS92

AGELstoriollow thexsame. procedure duringVAVES, 2006
re\/ji_ 262 10%% moist biasTRtCEH measurements in the lowest
dliina theWAVES 2006 campalgn
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WWaterVappipliotal Column Comparisons

SRNONERS alEEENaY. to compare overall water vapor: calibrationNSRorcompaiie
PIEEPlcts] ENVELET BVEr areolumn;set offaltitldes)/pressiiies

SNEEnI S ecemparison withi the"ARIMEgeld standard™ — the microwave, radiometer
reilmlnary comparisons betiween BV and ARM MWRS sheow: very:good agreement

I compPEREoRENARNEXAEXEVE echievediaateementiatithe
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SREVIESKGEbration comparison shows ~20% range of PW calibrations.

o ATRJ rf IANESTbiased: high withi respect to MWR and GPS
— 3 Iar esults to) those reported in AIRS validation special section

Results from Agua validation pape
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PMIParison Study.  ReEuE. .
RIS NOAA and H6WardlU.
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/ wmg 7 O3{ppbv) Sounding, June-August at Beltsville, MD
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**_E man Airborne Spectroscopic Lidar Beltsville, MD
— f‘(RﬂSL) flying on KingAir

~ = & ESTO supported

®_Air to ground instrument
intercomparisons

e TES, CALIPSO underflights

® Regional water vapor and aerosol
variability

RASL on a Dynamic
Aviation King Air
(Bridgewater, VA)



e RameEpMirorne Spectfoscopic Lidar (RASL)
Underfiew TES tranSect on JuI;ﬁO

TESvsRASLtracks Cloud location & optical depth Water vapor mixing ratio
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Tour : JPL/TMF facility October 6. See Thierry LeBlanc.
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